State of MWisconsin

2005 - 2006 LEGISLATURE LRBa3199/1
Dir__/lglmk:rs
ASSEMBLY AMENDMENT,

TO 2005 SENATE BILL 731

‘\

\

1 At the locations indicated, amend the l;ill as follows:
. 2 1. Page 14, line 21: delete that line and substitute:

3 . “55.03 (1) AGENCY AS GUARDIAN. No agency acting as a”.

4 (END)



State of Wisconsin
2005 - 2006 LEGISLATURE LRBa3200/1

DAK:lmk:rs
—_

ASSEMBLY AMENDMENT ,

TO 2005 SENATE BILL 731

1 At the locations indicated, amend the bill as follows:

2 1. Page 14, line 23: after “chapter” insert “unless the guardian is an individual
3 and receives court approval for the provision”.

4 (END)




State of Wisconsin

2005 - 2006 LEGISLATURE : LRBa3201/1
/ «DAK:Imk:jf

ASSEMBLY AMENDMENT,
TO 2005 SENATE BILL 731

1 At the locations indicated, amend the bill as follows:
. 2 1. Page 38, line 8: delete “November 1, 2006” and substitute “January 1,2007”.
3 : (END)
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Kennedy, Debora

From: Betsy Abramson [abramson@mailbag.com]
Sent:  Friday, October 06, 2006 8:32 AM

To: Kennedy, Debora; Rose, Laura

Subject: SB 731 - two answehs

Well, am working on the Dianne two questions and the one venue. In the meantime, | have two answers to our
guetsions. : .

For 54.36(1) Examination of proposed ward. We had some discussoin about why once in that paragraph the :
word [physician's] "statement” is used and at least six other times it's "report.” The elder law gang said change

the word "statement" to "report” - i.e., - all should say "report.”

In 46.90(6) (b)2 and 3 and its counterparts 55.043(1m)(b)2 and 3, the provisions permit ("may") the counties to
"interview” the individual-at-risk, IN PRIVATE TO THE EXTENT PRACTICABLE, with or w/o the consent of the
guardian or agent under an activated health care poa. Under the provision right above or below it, the provision
permits the counties to "observe" the individual-at-risk, with or w/o the consent of blah blah. You asked whether
BOTH the interview and observing should be "private to the extent practicable." jane and | talked about it. We
like them they way they are - interview in private (if practicable), but observe just like it is. So, no need to touch

that one.

Will let you know when | get other answers. Always fun to be with you both. | have decided that when you were
both little girls, you must have really studied those Highlights magazines in dentists’ offices where they have two
very very similar pictures and you're supposed to figure out what's different in the second one. Aha! This tree's
branch has four veins showing and the other one has five! Or this girl's hair has the ribbon on the top and the
other one has the ribbon off to the side, or whatever. Is that when you knew you'd be good at this? B/c 1 could

never see those things - of course was usually fretting about maybe having cavities from eating too many
fermented apricots. : e | T

2
Bets '

Betsy J. Abramson
Attorney / Elder Law Consultant
520 Milier Ave.
Madison, Wi 53704 : |
(608) 332-7867 |
abramson@mailbag.com ; :
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Act 387 (SB 731) - deletes the "therapeutic value" language in 51.20(7)(d) on page 8.
http://www legis.state.wi.us/2005/data/acts/05Act387. pdf

Because Act 387 is later, it will be the law - i.e., deleting the "therapeutic value" language. Are you ok with that?
Otherwise, am working with Debora and Laura on revision of reconciliation bill - and we could make some

changes - maybe....

Thoughts?
Thanks.
Bets ,

Betsy J. Abramson

Attorney / Elder Law Consultant
520 Miller Ave.

Madison, Wil 53704

(608) 332-7867
abramson@mailbag.com

1T OAINL NN
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Kennedy Debcra
From ;Betsy Abramson {ahramson@manbag com| ) IS o
Sent éFnday, October 06 2006955 AM ’ . o X PR |
Tot, Kennedy, Debora; Rose, Laura . ‘ : I o

Sﬂbject Fw #2 Ancther Guard/APS related reconciliation questlon

One more answer iini-in 55, 14(9) the word should be changed to MAY, not shall asis currently there Corp o
- Counsel shoukj acrordmg to, Danne have dlscretlon not be requared to ﬁle this thmg .

Onwegof Bl otk g N ‘ : o
BA . SR
b ‘ B : : ‘ ! : . T
Betsy 1. Abramson ~ | : S SRR
Attorney /. Elder Law Consultant S E : C
520 Miller Ave: AT x R
Madison, WI 53704 © ' ! ; g ' | -
(608)332-7867 | _ : | ] :
abramson@mailbag.com - L o A i

----- {Qriginal Message.—--
From: Dianne Greenley
To: Betsy Abrarnson

Seqt Friday, October 06, 2006 9:35 AM

Sutuect RE #2: Another Guard/APS related reconciliation questtop

! thmk ut shouid be may -5 0 corp counsei has dtscrehon abou’t whether to file — it may not a!ways be agood idea.

Cy AR " :
| L ’ !
1 i : i

! e | ! +

Superv n;gAttorhey: N
'RIGHTS WISCON IN

DISABILITY
Wes jon;streget Sune 700
608 267-0368 Fai«ré ff ‘
~ 800928-8778 ¢ dn‘ly
888 758-6049 ok

dlanneg@drw' ) rg

PLgAsg hef eEiév AGE IL ADDRESS, AND TTY NUMBER

From: Betsy Abram
Sent: Friday, Octoper 0
To: Dianne Greenley
Cc: laura.rose@legis.sta
Suhject. #2 Anothk ;

uu@ma;lbag com]

zatxon questaen ‘

i‘sra’p'éu‘tic‘ ,
legst ffom this
uld be "shall” or

Dzanne ln add:t:on to the question | sént you on Wed., below, about whether or rot to keep
value" in the standard for the invol admin of psych, meds here's another (the LAST questio
go- munid ) - for some reason. queston came up asto whethehhe cap:ta lized wprd beio y
"may I'm thmkmc “shaH " Aﬁd yeu'? o ‘

9) ifani nd dua wh% IS subject to an erder under this section fS not inccfmp%iange wifh the o;deréb or she |
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refuses to take psychotropic medication as order under the treatement plan, and it is hecessary for the individual
to be transported to an appropriate facility for forcible restraint for administration of psychotropic medication, the
corporation counsel SHALL file with the court a statement of the facts which constitute basis for the

" noncompliance of the individual. The statement shall yada yada. Upon receive of the statement of
noncompliance, if the court finds by clear and convincing evidence that the ind. has substantially failed to
comply....the court may issue an order authorizing the sheriff or any other .....to take the individua into custody
and transport....for admin of psych med using forcible restraint, with consent of the guardian.

So, "fshgall" is right? Thanks. Earlier asked question below.

~ Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:29 PM
Subject:,,Another Guard/APS-related reconciliation question

Dianne: Would have asked you this question today at e-health but had an emergency and couldn't come. Re:
psych meds ‘

Act 264 (AB 785) retains 51.20(7)(d) current law about meds having "therapeutic value"

http://www legis.state.wi.us/2005/data/acts/05Act264. pdf (search for "therapeutic” and you'li find it.

Act 387 (SB 731) - deletes the "therapeutic value” language in 51.20(7)(d) on page 8.

http://www.leqis.state_wi.us/2005/data/acts/05Act387.pdf

Because Act 387 is later, it will be the law - i.e., deleting the "therapeutic value" language. Are you ok with that?

Otherwise, am working with Debora and Laura on revision of reconciliation bill - and we could make some
changes - maybe....

Thoughts?
Thanks.
Bets

. Betsy J. Abramson

. Attorney./ Elder Law Consultant ' j
- 1520 Miller Ave. ‘ ‘
' | Madison, WI 53704 |

' 11(608) 332-7867

| abramson@mailbag.com
o |

1

PIE PN W eV




i

Kennedy, Debora

Pagé lofl

From: Bruce Taimmi [bruce@brucetammi.com]
Sent:  Thursday, October 05, 2006 11:13 AM

To: 'Betsy Abramson’; 'Jim Jaeger’; 'beckerhickey_bjb'; ‘Barbara Hughes'

Cc: Kennedy, Debora; Rose, Laura
Subject: RE: G Reform Q - doctor's statement/report

I

It was my idea to change from statement to report. The term report is used in most other civil cases to identify

professional opimon statements reduced to wntmg

P N Yt s
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Kennedy, Debora

From: Barbara J. Becker [beckerhickey_bjb@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 10:31 AM

To: 'Betsy Abramson’; 'Jim Jaeger', '‘Barbara Hughes'; bruce@brucetammi.com
Cc: Kennedy, Debora; Rose, Laura

Subject: RE: G Reform Q - doctor's statement/report

Use report to make it clear—Barbara Becker

From: Betsy Abramson [mailto:abramson@mailbag.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:31 PM :
To: Betsy Abramson; Jim Jaeger; beckerhickey_bjb; Barbara Hughes; bruce@brucetammi.com

Cc: debora.kennedy@legis.state.wi.us; laura.rose@legis.state.wi.us
Subject: Re: G Reform Q - doctor's statement/report

Re-send - with Bruce Tammi's new e-mail address. Please reply to all of THESE. Thanks. BA

Betsy J. Abramson

Attorney / Elder Law Consultant
520 Miller Ave.

Madison, WI 53704
(608),332-7867
abramson@mailbag.com

| —-- Original Message —-

From: Betsy Abramson
To: Jim Jaeger ; beckerhickey_bjb ; Barbara Hughes ; tammi@execpc.com

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:18 PM
Subject: G Reform Q - doctor's statement/report

Am working on the revised version of the Reconciiiation biii of the 3 Guardianship/APS bills with the LRB drafter
and Leg Council attorney. (This is the gift that keeps on giving!) Have a question for you all:

new 54.36(1) - wondering why there's different use of the word "statement” and "report" - should they remain as
drafted, or switch the reference to physician's STATEMENT to "report" or all references to physician's REPORT

to "statement"” or.....? Please advise ASAP.

Here it is - my emphasis, of course:

54.36 Examination of proposed ward. (1) Whenever it is proposed to appoint a guardian on the ground that a
proposed ward allegedly has incompetency or is a spendthrift, a physician or psychologist, or both, shall
examine the proposed ward and furnish a written REPORT stating the physician's or psychologist's professional
opinion regarding the presence and likely duration of any medical or other condition causing the proposed ward
to have incapacity or be a spendthrift. The privilege under $.9045.04 does not apply to the STATEMENT. The
petition shali provide a copy of the REPORT to the proposed ward...... Prior to the examination on which the
REPORT is based, the gal, physician or psychologist shall inform the proposed ward that statements made by
the proposed ward may be used as a basis for a finding of incompetency or a finding that he or she is a
spendthrift, that he or she has a right to refuse to participate in the examination, absent a court order, or speak
to the phys or psych and that the phys or psych is required to report to the court even if the proposed ward does
not speak to the phys or psych. The issuance of such a warning to the proposed ward prior to each
examination esatablishes a presumption that the proposed ward understands that he or she need not speak to
the phys or psych. Nothing in this sectoin prohibits the use of a REPORT by a physician or psychologist that is
based on an examination of the proposed ward by the phys or psych before filing the petition for appointment of

PPN R W
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a guardian, but the court will consider the recency of the REPORT in determining whether the REPORT
sufficiently describes the proposed ward's curent state and in determining the weight to be egiven to the

REPOCRT.

-

Betsy J. Abramson .
Attorney / Elder Law Consultant
520 Miller Ave.

Madison, Wl 53704

(608) 332-7867
abramson@mailbag.com

TOAINLT INONL
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Kennedy, Debora

From: Betsy Abramson [abramson@mailbag.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:31 AM
To: Underwood

Cc: guardian@cwag.org

Subject: Re: guardianshp rights

i
'

Mr. and Mrs. Underwood: . ‘ ‘

This problem was definitely something that was not intended. We were trying to prevent AGENCY guardians
(e.g.,corporate guardians) from being both a provide of protective services and serving as guardian. As you
know, we all supported the amendment to SB 731, the reconciliation bill, that would have corrected this. That bill
did not pass as the Assembly did not go forward with it this summer. As | understand things, the fix is now part of
the large reconciliation bill that Rep. Townsend and Sen. Olsen will be introducing as soon after 1/1/07 as

possible.

Yes, | have talked to the drafter and we are all on board and want this in the reconciliation bill that we hope will be
swiftly passed to deal with this issue, and a host of other small conflicts and/or duplications, etc. The

reconciliation bill must be revised, because it will now be addressing effective law (since the relevant laws go into
effective Nov. 1 and Dec. 1) rather than pre-effective date as was initially hoped. As soon as the bill draft is done

and available, we will all be able to look at to make sure we've reinstated that provision as we all want it to be.
|

Again, the goal is to revise s. 55.03 to reflect that no AGENCY serving as a guardian may also serve as a provide
of protective services. Thus, once passed, parents, other relatives or.other individual guardians will, as is current
law, be able to serve as both an individual (non-corporate, non-agency) guardian AND provider of protective

services.

Betsy J. Abramson

Attorney / Elder Law Consultant N !
520 Miller Ave. |
Madison, WI 53704

(608) 332-7867
abramson(@mailbag.com
----- Original Message —-—

From: Underwood
To: Betsy J. Abramson ; Ellen Henningsen

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 9:55 AM
Subject: guardianshp rights

Betsy & Ellen:

inquiring as to what steps are being taken to fix the "glitch”, as it was called, in the rewrite of the guardianship
laws that affected 55.03 of the State Stats so that parents who are also guardians of their disabled adult
children are now prohibited by state law from providing protective placement or services to their own loved one.

At the public hearing held on July 6 on SB 731 in which we raised th;s issue, both of you assured us this could
and would be fixed. You both repeatedly publicly assured us this was accidental, not intentional. So - what is
being done to fix it? Betsy, in your email of 5/19/2006 you indicatedgthat you would talk to the drafter about how

to fix it. Did you?

P L e
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Hindsight is always 20/20 vision and it now seems rather clear that this "glitch” was not accidental, but
intentional. And the link back to the Department of Health and Family Services is becoming a bit clearer.

| await word on what stéps are being taken by both of you to fix the "glitch” and restore to parents who are
guardians of their adult children, the right to provide both protective placement and protective services to them if

they so choose. S

Ellen, is the Guardianship Support Center on board to help restore to guardians the right to care for their own
children when that child, even though that child is now an adult child, is disabled and in need of protective

placement and protective services? -

Thank you.

Rebecca Underwood

krr.underwood@verizon.net

ININAINNA
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1. If affected by one act only, amend without reference to the act; use Revisor’s numbering (see
46.90 (1) (eg) 1.)

2. If affected by two or more acts, repeal and recreate referring to the acts in the heading; use Act’s
(and Revisor’s) numbering (see 46.286 (3) (a) 3.).

4 3. Make bill effective on date after publication. ~— R e ;\)@N_,_\ WRotHien

4. If first Act amends and second Act renumbers and amends: repeal and recreate, referring to both
acts (even though someone reading the first Act will not find the correct number in it).

3. If first Act renumbers and amends and second Act amends, same as in No. 4 above.

6. Consider: if first Act renumbers and amends and second Act repeals, Revisor usually gives effect
to repeal; may be necessary to create if want what first Act did.

7. Consider: if first Act repeals and second Act renumbers and amends, Revisor gives effect to
repeal; may be necessary to create if want what first Act did.

8. Delete voiding, because are now dealing with current law, not acts that have not yet taken effect;
if necessary, repeal. : ’

9. Do not delete from SB 731 important text that is also in Revisor’s bills; his bills may not pass
any time soon.

N Py e 28717 erezs ~ el Chmaan Q"’{; ymi/iw:w‘;@fi» E«“’Qw Vgt S a” g}

13.93 (1) (b) Allows Revisor on his own to renumber chapters or statutory sections and change cross
references. e

& .
[N R

13.93 (2) (c) Requires Revisor to incorporate into the printed statutes éhé}ges made by two acts that
are not mutually inconsistent and to document the incorporation in a note to the statutory section;
Revisor must include in a correction bill a provision formally validating the incorporation.




If Revisor finds sac,tlons affected by two or more acts mutually inconsistent, he prints each version,

) w1th a note, and does nothing more.

4\

| CHANGES T() BE MADE TO 2005 SB 731
. . : E",z]
p 2—— 46. 286 (33 (a) 3.: incorrect cross reference

1/Proposed Change from “designated under s. 55.02” to “demgnated under s. 55.043 (1d)”
- Aq.00l (> — | Z will ook =t
P 5— 51.10 (140 Revisor has printed as mutually inconsistent (as affected by all 3 acts)
Proposed Leave as is in SB 731; add Act 388 to heading; delete voiding of 51.01 (3g) by Act 383

v P ‘5-—— 51.03(3) (a) 6.: SB 731 makes sense of the two acts, but Revisor has printed and has in Rev.
Doc.lll a versmn that doesn’t work

AN Proposed Ask BH to remove from Rev Doc III
'5\(} il pp 5 & 6—— 51.20 (7) (d) 1. (intro.), a. & b.: SB 731 gives effect to Act 264 (Act 387 repeals a.
SN & b. and renumbers (intro.). Revisor has printed & has in Rev. Doc. I1I the Act 387 version
E:iiwu Proposed Ask BH to remove from Rev Doc III A )
Ao gel ’: L"iﬁi&gﬂcﬁabz% ‘;’.s{,wf&« % et Derntcro v (ulbes E" Lo 71 i}éﬁi{f it ame M Lfs L S5
DAY - ‘ From Bruce H ﬁy 51. 30 (4) (b) 17.: cross reference change Vhecessary (Ianguage “designated
,%,9’ ' o f under 5. 55.02 purposes of s. 55.043” should be “designated under s. 55. 043 (1d)”); Revisor has
. i’i . 'printed with brackets & has in Rev Doc III
=N N T
s?Proposed 277 In ]ude in S}i:i@l?‘ ) Leave for Revisor to handle‘7 (Note that this problem also exists | DN {
Fon s Qg;; ; Il m\\
le A o {%\5“‘ - {/Mw = imdfw/e R d ae \;“ IR ST SV RN S NS Tt
V(\T‘ k ¥arp oo U4 Lar W 7 I
o om Bruce Hoesly: 54. 01 (13) cross reference to “4‘\' 385” is/incorrect bec. of 2005 Act 22; shd
be to “45.50”; Reyisor has printed with brackets & has in Rev Doc 1II §
Proposed Lea:zeig;: Revisar to handle. Lovcli e DAt add D Hete e
} R SN ot e : YR
| VM)"% .‘,&ﬁ B éj . xw;s *sasf . ) f““’k
AV p. 7-—-— 54.10 (3) d) cross reference change necessary; Revisor has printed and has in Rev Doc I,

but Revisor’s version may be too narrow?
‘Pr%oposed: Keep SB 731 version; Ask BH to remove fiom Rev Doc 11

/ From Bruce Hoesly—— 54.15 (6): “i” should be “in”; is not printed bracketed by Revisor; is not

included in a Rey Doc
Proposed: Léave for Revisorto-handle. >
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p. 7—— 54.25(2) (b) 4.: cross reference change necessary; Revisor has printed and has in Rev Doc
1L, but Revisor’s version may be too broad? (55 125 shews dea 557125 (D7)

AN v Proposed: Keep SB 731 version; Ask BH to remove from Rev Doc III Y \ ® e SR ”@

v S4os (2D (vl g Ceior Dnve w‘a% d anx VNSNS

e 1S

From Guardianship CLE: 54.25 (2) (d) 2. a.: cross reference to limitation under 54.46 (3) (b) should

probably be to 54.46 (2) (b) (if ward has a pwr of atty for health care; 54.46 (3) (b) refers to G
fees) (NOTE: part-of greater problem-abeut-et-approval-of-vol.-admin.-of psyehotrop-med

% REC OSS-TCIeY « :"i’i Ca-unacr-s: “g"'a ..--’ Ll Pu
DAY st T eSTE MW&L O =% 130 ‘ @
54 2 ¢ (2uy— (Rasrinktas & ey Rovioen o, s clande un @p 731 ™.

p. 8—— From Guardianship CLE: 54.36 (1): “statement” should be “report” '

Proposed: ?? Change “statement” to “report”? . . :
p , port”? e
BE woul aek precbitienian B © o pvssaan DAY LOTUH L oQuQ.A

e vt ) S Vednetode, D AV ot D -ReT s -
pp. 9 & 10— 54.40 (1): SB 731 gets cross references correctly, but perpetuates duplicate language;
Revisor has printed a merged version, with bad cross reference, and in Rev Doc I fixes cross refer- .

e —————— Y

ence and takes out duplicative language. - x{“ ZD;;":};J
/"Proposed: Fix SB 731 version; ask BH to remove from Rev Doc 111 :

3

EAFLN

V Proposed: ?2-Che

A

From Bruce Hoesly: 54.40 (4) (am) and (ar), as afftd by Act 264 (renumbered from 880.331 (4) (am)
and (ar)) are redundant to 54.40 (4) (c), as created in Act 387.

Proposed: ??? Repeal 54.40 (4) (am) and (an)? h2) | o pg;i}“\

S D A SN L =
~ipehu e DR bt - sty SN o AP e B000 DS
j/p. 10—— 54.48: Revisor has printe% as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the sameCas Se {orth in SB 731
| i A oy
5 apd has in Rev Doc 111 . s SN R b Ny r j
| | Proposed: Delete from SB 7317 G ange &y out Ases net et Lo
[ o Ve B Ree . Rreprsed s Do Lo
/ p. 10— 54.75: Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as set forth in SB 731
| and has in Rev Doc IIT —
L Proposed: Delete from SB 73170400 )
p. 11-— 55.001: Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as set forth in SB 731
SURG (3 (&)

and has in Rev Doc 111 . o ZZ 23
v Proposed: Delete from SB 731 Mo ) w ;7 ﬂ PO )

7
7
/ v

4 /
rom Bruce Hoesly—— 55.01 (1f): incorrect cross reference (55.043 (1) shou d be 55.043 (1d)); is '”g“%“"'”
/ printed in brackets and Revisor has in Rev Doc III 53; KB BN
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p. 12— 55.01 (4g), (6), (6d), (6g) (6t), created by Act 388: Revisor has printed renumbered under
13.93 (1) () ! Voo wn (o0 ﬁ{ ey _ Q o, k%Y
Proposed Delete from SB 731+ 5\.}u N eeade s o ncuens NOTE

S

pp- 13 & 14— 55.02, afftd by all three acts: Revisor has printed all provisions the same as set forth
in SB 731 except 55.02 (1) (a) 1. and (2) (b) 3. (has no note in galley proofs about merger) and has
(2) (b) 3. in Rev Doc III to fix cross reference the same as SB 731

Proposed: Delete from SB 731 all but 55.02 (1) (a) and (2) (b) 3.; DAK to decide: doI AM these
or RC them, as affted by acts?? Ao ; y e lodaatd

r

p. 14— 55.03 (1): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) and has in Rev Doc III; Revi-
yas sor’s language is what K. Underwood objected to

Proposed: RC in SB 731 as in amendment (2005a3199/1); delete voiding of 55 b3 by Act 387 and @
add Act 387 to heading; ask BH to remove from Rev Doc 111

From Bruce Hoesly—— 55.043 (1r) (a) 2.: the cross ref to “pars. (b) to (g)” shoﬁld be “pars. (b) to @
(d)”' Revisor has printed in brackets and has in Rev Doc Il Ou c 00 ot e

(‘“?g\ D
oposed Leave for Rev1sor to handleg 0 A ,,,., QW Lomin . Ao ey
e ot “f‘é) et WAL S0 L 5, La it i Cizcjif'" o

z,a?
riawu@.,c e &p&.& Wum«ﬁ:%é ] f o j +

p 15—— 55.043 (4) (am): Cross reference change; Revisor has pnnted with brackets BUT has used

“and,” rather than “or”’; has in Rev Doc III using “or” |

e, H

%f;‘ g\ﬁc T ___.?/Md{j

N\ }roposed Keep in SB 731 ; Naﬁ SH Yo ntuas o e =

AN 55 04z {:u\;k@}:} \ng‘éé g é;&me , 3@%@% fzﬁﬁgwg ,% Agepod, Ll ‘
1/; N M\gw}x AR M«Lz, Y G-t BB Ao 5 b sv Boarge ™ Xd{,a) ;&kﬁc T Y ”j \«""’;’

- pPP- 15 & 16— 55. 043 (6) (bt) 8.: Cross reference change; Revisor has printed with brackets and =N

has in Rev Doc I o

,~ Proposed: Delete from SB 731@ aok- SH do Aeione o B Boe T

k}

| p. 16—— 55.055 (1) (a): Merger of Acts 264 & 387. Revisor has printed same as in SB 731 under
13.93 (2) (c) and has in Rev Dg

/Proposed Delete from SB7 31‘ﬁé’lete voiding for s. 55.05 (5) (b) 1. for Act 387 AE Ll T
Aty =& o~ %v\i&%mﬁ :
p. 16— 55.055 (1) (b): Merger of Acts 264 & 387. Revisor has printed same aé in SB 731 under
13.93 (2) (c¢), and has in Rev DGQ{H
7}mposed Delete from SB 7317 délete - voiding for 55.05 (5) (b) 2. for Act 387 1 add sy Cbedd

z’

-
&é? i, A ;’Z&t"‘ 5«"@‘/{; \J‘!{/}g

p. 17-— 55.06: Merger of Acts 264 & 387 Is cross reference to 55.12 mcorrect‘? Should it be s.

55.08 (1)‘7 {)}‘j“& Ry §4 s M i/‘\}:j%ng:; » PR ITRS ‘3}‘ P s;,w 7&/5
\\.\g; :
- e PN o el
g Lo W) S VDN




7N
| Ve
Proposed: Fix cross reference: delete voiding for 55.06 (1) (intro.) for Act 387and add Act 387 to

v heading
pp. 17 & 18— 55.06 (3) (d), created by Act 387. This is renumbered to 55.075 (5) (bm) by Revisor
and Revisor has in Rev Doc III. Cross reference difference: SB 731 refers to “sub. (1)” and Revisor
to “par. (a)”. Is SB 731 cross refigff/é incorrect? [D -r l
l/1?’roposed: (a) Fix cross—referenceb& keep in SB 731; 62 o-eft (Coriaot do WM ,}gw"w
(b) Delete %om SB 731 and let Revisor handle (AJo %&} RTINS
= 05 ( z\} [Lrpsiosn Koo vatag e 8 and Wao lum Yew Loe L w—«u\griﬂ‘(( .\ - %ELWA
A‘/""‘M ot ,Q,W&uamé, w{;_}“&wfﬁ Y L(A,,Lm&,lcﬁ,;, sl o da Wﬂ —_ (/LQ Ju
p. 18— 55.075 (3): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as set forthin SB o
o) @ Lb’imnf
[
(e B
s 2. g

731 and has in Rev Doc Il ]
(Mo
_~Proposed: Delete from SB7 31“'21?1{1 delete voiding of 55.06 (4) for Act 387
’N\/\ 18— 55.075 (5) (a): added Act 387 to headi d deleted void l$ N\
N7 & p. 18— 55.07. a): added Act o heading and deleted voiding of 55.06 (3) (c) by A .
~ Qé,{( 7 Qevaast o s A e mm,{}il;&iiﬁ@{ wiﬁﬂ,fégkﬁmgl ) (c) by Act 387

N B witl adle DHES - ‘
/" p. 19— 55.08 (1) (b): Revisor has merged under 13.93 (2) (c) and has in Rev Doc IIL, but differs

from SB 731 because uses “to be developmentally disabled,” rather than “to have developmental

disability” (which agrees with definition change in SB 731)
d: Keep SB 731 version; add Act 387 to heading and delete voiding of 55.06 (2) (b) by Act

N ~
{2 Dloe IXT 3 (L‘,Q n ,@,,)A.,ug;w,{’lﬁ

f ropose A €
/ 387: ask BH to remove from Rev Doc TH——7,
/ e o2 (D) -« Hlanrse o WA ONIED PN
, )f L &;w%f =6 Ze {2’%&\%@&&;&? o gdaid &
| p. 19— 55.09 (1): (Act 264 RA 55.06 (5); Act 387 AM 55.06 (5); Revisor has printed with brack-
eted surplusage and has in Rev Doc III the same as SB 731. ale
;; \/Proposed: Delete from S%\j; delete 55.06 (5) from Act 387 voiding section; and J@%{evisor han«
; . +o Afbagrl °
f A, wy 1o (Hy (w5 ) \B-0 |
% p. 20--55.10 (4) (a): Cross reference change from “880.33” to “54.107; is not affected in printed
| statutes; Revisor has changed to “ch. 54”/&11 Rev Doc III
H = [ -
1 \t%a» &A &‘;‘“{ ¥

[
! L
Vaa% Change SB 7317Is Revisor’s reference (broader) better
i Rev Doc III‘???';ﬁ‘ﬁiﬁg}fp}_@ig«g_:@f”S‘S 06 (6) by Act 387 and add Act 387 10 heading >— o i
7 “’Li\ RN NS 4
1— 55.10 (4) (b): Revisor has printed as merged (Acts 264 & 387) under 13.93 (2) (¢)
ev Doc ITI, but Revisor’s version omits language about rts. in ss. 54.42, 54.44, and 54.46

Proposed: (a) 7? Delete from SB 73177 — Clionge. %&d
(If change, ask Revisor to delete from

pp-20 & 2
and has in R
that are in SB 731.

. Placement of this language in SB 731 should likely be in 55.10 (4) (intro.), rather than

| PROBLPA\

OIS

FURTHER PROBLEM: Revisor’s changed cross ref (to 54.40 (4)) is narrower than SB 731 and does
\ o~ 7 ] '»%:)2 pd b BT A

ot include GAL responsibilities under 54.40 (3). b S8BT

-

. L

x%

. ~ f

: {i”' Y | ! f g N

‘ PN = L0 IR NIV PR 5 AR 5 R - N
v (AT 5‘, s G S;‘jgz‘é;&g? Eji‘; ’?}{g (5} (é} }

L et
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Jo
Proposed: (a) 7?? Amend 55.10 (4) (intro.) and delete treatment of 55.10 (4) (b) in SB 731; let Revi-

sor handle 55.10 (4) k()b)? ask Revisor to broaden cross—ref; delete voiding of 55.06 (6) by Act 387
:);7 /‘)\J )

(b) 7? Leave 55.10 (4) (b) in SB 731 as is; delete voiding of 55.06 (6) by Act 387; ask Revisor to

remove 55.10 (4) (b) from Rev Doc 1117?77 ,
7?2 Amend 55.10 (4) (1ntr0 ) and change 55.10 (4) (b) in SB 731; delete voiding of 55 06 (6) by a -

‘/'> %387?9? Loaalde (Coiss . Ao Al RS e 5‘*~\f£,;\ ;/i&tm %~ 2 Lee 16 ?@

D N

p. 21=— 55.11 (1) (c): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as set forth in
SB 731 and has in Rev Doc II
&a% éﬁx}@m

(/Proposed Delete from SB 731; delete v01dmg of 55.06 (8) (c) by Act 38@ N

4/0 U DYV Q@, Une T .
L O3S0 Raudie Lo o et d e wwmﬁm}; Qooe broehdlid s flineose Vzw Lgc

55.14 (1) (b)" Revisor indicates mutual inconsistency between Acts 264 and 387; does not have in %ﬂ

pr—

any Rev Doc (onWSAp ’\ .
,~Proposed: add to SB 731, but which version? (see 880.01 (7m)) Aé Q. R«:j' 2Lo AT
W“"“‘\
P D-N

p 23—— 55.14 (2): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as set forth in SB
731 and has in Rev Doc 111
e 1V
/Pfoposed Delete from SB 731 @ ool IGuvicmar Ho datasdads f;e“‘v’e @ o Loe T

o} ol Sl z’éé ~ 15 ,\; Q@M o JQ«M S IAAN e va'{ﬂ&{bvﬁ/’
\/é?i\ ;,.,éks,..}:ﬁ A,;»,,Ti'wf “" FZ» }"‘[i’g}j .::?Aaz.m &@jﬁ:"ﬂ” 2%“’? \\g%&:—&ﬁww 4 %i:w 2 Aok S‘r‘a\ 79‘M
p- 24—-—- 55.14 (3) (e) 1): Revisor has printed without con? the same as set forth in SB 73 1( ‘éja j

M
l/Emposed Delete from SB 73 @ oo Dhoagrmnndid ((0), nat Py @;ﬂ
W,(AN,?”% (ba% },}kgﬁhaﬁ (has ouppent ,}“&M\ Wé \(CG:E/« ack <

p. 24—— 55.14 (5): Revisor has merged Acts 264 & 38R7 under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as set forth

\_,‘N,ucﬂwwacé, MO e s " 3

in SB 731 (with bracketed cross—ref ﬁx) and has in Rev Doc 111 ~ oy
JON <R %w
A —Proposed: Delete from SB 731 &C‘/ M mfa ‘%*@ f‘ﬁww«’ﬁ K w‘; e o —
7 (Qopien bas cdeXo esws of o rsse . 1 4

7 (Bt 247

.....

ment of counsel ~
~ ~ Proposed: Keep SB 731 version; ask BH to remove from Rev Doc HI \ U}K <
W

p. 25— 55.14 (8) (a): Revisor has merged Acts 264 & 387 under 13.93 (2) (¢) and has in Rev Doc
111, but Revisor’s version differs from SB 731

T,
(]

_ —Proposed: (a) 77 Keep SB 73{L1er510n ask BH to remove from Rev Doc III 77 { f}}«»‘; :
(b) 22 Delete from SB 731 97000 R

S f
N



pp. 25 &26—-55.14 (9): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (¢) and has in Rev Doc m
(a bit differently from printed statute), but Revisor’s version is that of Act 387 (corp. counsel shall

file statement of facts, whereas SB 731 takes Act 264 version (may) \ S {
froposed: ﬁgep in SB 731; ask BH to remove from Rev Doc III; see chaﬂge on p.%o')g;‘“ Mﬁ}ﬁ%&%
;é\\ DAK: Do I amend this or keep heading as is? ' Py /‘ﬁ\' ,
Vg %M W “*« Q’k& s‘@ [ T

= A M abae et wf AQA&MMB» fv}-g‘fgﬁw«,mi

p. 26— 55.14 (10): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c), with bracketed language \
that “indicates the less specific cross-reference” and has in Rev Doc Il using 55.13, the same.as in @
& ¢

SB 731 ;
s ‘ { r:
l/p/rOPOSCd Pelete from SB 731 @ é 74 ?Cﬁ,uvﬁxé T ST PO S : gg;; {3

p. 26— 55.14 (11): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as set forth in SB

731 and has in Rev Doc 111 — ‘ 1
,ioposed: Defgge from SB731 (N o)  Anedt Seumimen e /At

Syt

L

/pp. 26 & 27— 55.15(2): Same as above. == bt |
f’)’éwﬁa&&;,ﬁ o . a"“’{" Dot . \fn}«*}:ﬁﬁ
From Bruce Hoesly—— 55.17 (1): <i€>shGuldbe**which’;'1s not printed bracketed; is in Rev Doc \E‘_f@

I
' . - Pl 9] =z N g o et ; % oty
/Pﬁposed: Let Revisor handle. (AJo ) &eruj o DB T, 4l m‘“‘ﬁ@? Lt M

p 27——- 55.175: Rev1sor has prmted as mutually inconsistent (as afftd by Acts 264 & 387)
/{ posed Leave as in SB 73 : add Act 387 to heading and delete voiding of 55.06 (14) by Act 387 ngu

&
p. 27—— 55.18 (2) (a): Revisor has printed with correct cross—ref in brackets and has in Rev Doc
I1I same as in SB 731 :

I/Froposed: Betete from SB 731 No)

.3 27 & 28— 55.18 (3) (a): Same as above. ﬁa{s@

p. 28—— 55.19 (intro.): Revisor, without indicating merger, merges Acts 264 & 387 (in effect, takes

Act 387 version), and includes “In addition to or in conjunction with the annual review required

under s. 55.06 (10) [s. 55.18],” and indicates bracketed cross ref is correct and has in Rev Doc 11
pa SB 731 does not include this language (takes Act 264).

/Froposed (a) 7? Delete from SB 73177 ”’ffr , a8 & " s w}é ! G/QZQ Cz% Lowessl )

4

TS0
(b) 77 Add to SB 73177 ;53 ~ N
(c) 77 Keep SB 731 as is and ask BH to remove from Rev Doc HI? f} Goes l



=

’/b~$r‘éol Ciwé\’?wﬂj - Kig_,ﬁﬂx(.} o e

/\/

/ pp- 28 & 29— 55.19 (1) (a) 1. (includes (intro.) and a. to g.): Revisor has printed as merged under
13.93 (2) (¢) and has in Rev Doc 11l same as in SB 731
roposed: Delete from SB 731, but see below. gz N o, oelt (e kﬁw o X0 st
5506 (D () Q—b&i Com Mae pade S as mxd»uawi» { L Lo g&j&ﬁm“ Koo Lo

TR, S \c,é.nmx{z”« 'k}.aféi st N Y Ui PSS
pp- 29 & 30— 55.19 (1) (c): Revisor has printed, without comment, the version of 55.19 (1) (c) %ﬁ%@%‘

that is in Act 387; this duplicates s. 55.19 (1) (a) 1. (intro.) and a. to g. (see above); Revisor has this
in Rev Doc III; SB 731 has very short (Act 264) version tkf__..J

A VPfoposed: Leave SB 731 as is and ask BH to remove from Rev Doc III %La N “»&64:

p- 30— 55.19 (1m): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) and has in Rev Doc III the
same as SB 731

ak OF

p. 30— 55.19 (2) (b) 5.: Revisor has merged under 13.93 (2) (c) the same as in SB 731 and has in ﬁ«gﬁ
Rev Doc III =73l
oposed: Delete from SB 731 | ?\) p) o, o~k Ronsope 48 ALt (TS

‘/56 1 (35 Cb> o. Vs (. Sa 0 S Y v;u%wua‘&é«!g A “3““#“"&"‘3\2}& .

| i K@&@“L’;’ﬂ‘j“"ﬁ%;a
/g,/?d—— 55.19 (2) (¢): Same as above. Zpecre

I o O

‘x l/p/Bl-—— 55.19 (2) (f) 4.: Same as above.

\“\,,w”f

V’”;“/’ .
/;y31-— 55.19 (3) (b) (intro.): Same as above. e (€ e

p. 31—— 55.19 (3) (bm): Revisor has printed, without comment, the version of 55.19 (3) (bm) that

A is in Act 387; is the same as in SB 731
/ “~Jo_n!
s ;5§ ald }@:

roposed: Delete from SB 731 fﬁ;\
s (3 b)) 2B 721 wee. Ak 2RT, Aoz e bn Qe 20Y

From Elien Henningsen—— 55.195: statute should also except I‘GVI€WS under s. 55.18 AND 55.18
hould more clearly apply to Watts reviews and not to initials, non—annuals (transfers, etc.)

Proposed: 77 Trailer bill? Appropriate to include in SB 73177

20
p. 33— 55.22: Revisor has m/egied under 13.93 (2) (c¢) and has in Rev Doc III (55 06 (17) (b)) the
same as SB 731. \,m \ / \

| {/Broposed Delete from SB 731 ""delete voiding of 55.06 (17) (b) by Act 387




D-N

/

/J%J, q

p. 37—SEC. 102: ThlS was a March 1, 2006, effective date for wild turkey hunting licenses.

Proposed: Delete. Q.giﬁ P,

p. 37—— SEC. 104 (1) Voiding by Act 388

(a) 55.06 (2) (c): Revisor has merged Acts 264 and 388 under 13.93 (2) (c) as 55.08 (1) (¢) and has
in Rev Doc 111 ‘

Proposed: Delete. Q/g/

(b) 55.06 (11) (a): Revisor has merged Acts 264 & 388 under 13.93 (2) (c) as 55.135 (1) and has
bracketed surplus language has in Rev Doc 111

2 (V@) 7 - S poldics s s (4N (k) 1T,

Proposed: Delete Y ;w

p. 38— SEC. 104 (2) Voiding by Act 387
(a) 55.06 (1) (a): Revisor has merged 55.075 (1) under 13.93 (2) (c) with Act 387 lang. bracketed
as surplusage, same as SB 731; has deletion of Act 387 language in Rev Doc I

Proposed: Delete
(b) 55.06 (10) (c) Rev1sor d1d not print (repealed by Act 264 and amended by Act 387)

Proposed: Delete U‘ 02



- 9 f"{\* k2
MORE CHANGES TO BE MADE TO 2005 SB 731
pp- 33 & 34— 609.65 (1) (intro.): Revisor has printed, without comment, the Act 264 version and
appears to have ignored the Act 387 version; Revisor does not include treatment in any of the Rev
Docs; SB 731 uses the Act 387 ver§iqn Do L ad D Coitaoe &%ﬂ%ﬁ%w& ng“ @
/Proposed: Leave SB 731 as i/si/,qglz Revisor about this treatment in statutes.
p. 34—— 813.123 (2) (b): Revisor has printed correct cross—ref in brackets and has included in Rev
Doc III 7T
/Proposed: Leave SB 731 as is; ask Revisor to remove from Rev Doc 1117 53\@;
p. 34—— 813.123 (3) (b): Revisor has merged under 13.93 (2) (c) as in SB 731 and has included in
Rev Doc III as having no conflicts of substance. 5, <€ 13! agpits w/ Feisat Ve ey
/'Proposed: Leave SB 731 as is; ask Revisor to remove from Rev Doc m2{ Eiﬁw )
pp. 34 & 35— 813.123 (4) (a) (intro.): Revisor has printed as mutually inconsistent; SB 731 uses
Act 388 version. o
‘/Proposed: Leave SB 731 asis. | 1} 22"
p. 35— 813.123 (4) (a) 2. a.: Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (c) and has in Rev Doc
III same version as in SB 731 (except has included an “or” inappropriately).
A\ roposed: Leave SB 731 as is; as Revisor to remove from Rev Doc ITI? ' &
p. 35—— 813.123 (4) (ar) 1.: Revisor has printed with incorrect cross—reference to 55.06, without
»~  comment, and has not included in Rev Docs. ,% : o
/Proposed: Leave SB 731 as is. et cRaautes Ao erona [g‘M:"“ e
1L, v duo aF peede s AT S o { D-N
pp. 35 & 36— 813.123 (5) (a) (intro.): Revisor has printed as mutually inconsistent; SB 731 uses
Act 388 version. N ~ ) ’M‘f:T
V/»Propesed: Leave SB 731 as is. | \)Yw N R e =
| p. 36— 813.123 (5) (ar) 1.: Revisor has printed with incorrect cross—reference to 55.06, without
P comment and has not included in Rev. Docs. T
__—Proposed: Leave SB 731 as is. .
{f fay i, '\

[ s

p. 36— 813.123 (6) (c): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (1) (c) with bracketed “the”
has in Rev. Doc Il same language as in SB 731.

P p .
rEd {Lﬁfi Corin 04 LASES e =
A %

&
ot




/F{foposed: Leave SB 731 as is; ask Revisor to remove from Rev Doc IIL

pp. 36 & 37— 813.123 (7): Revisor has printed as merged under 13.93 (2) (¢) and has in Rev Doc
I11 same as in SB 731, except SB 731 lacks an appropriate comma.

I/Pycfﬁosed: Leave SB 731 as is, but fix comma; ask Revisor to remove from Rev Doc II1? (\Jkﬁa)



